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China, because the China discharge res-
olution will be up before us at a later
time today.

I oppose both of the motions to dis-
charge. I daresay most of my col-
leagues will also oppose both of those
motions. It is my judgment, and I
think the judgment of most of us, that
there are some differences between the
United States and Vietnam and there
are some differences between the
United States and China. We know
there are. But how do we best accom-
plish our objectives with these two
countries?

I believe it is best to continue with
the Jackson/Vanik waiver with Viet-
nam and what is called a ‘‘normal trad-
ing relationship’’ with China, which,
essentially, is really less than average
because the United States has trade
agreements with many other countries
which, in effect, provide for much bet-
ter than average trading relations.

So we are really talking about the
bare minimum standard for trading re-
lationships. If we continue that stand-
ard for trade, that is, MFN or NTR, we
will be more likely—working through
other channels, and government to
government or group to group—to ac-
complish the goals for which we are
looking.

The world is changing. It is changing
dramatically. Trade and commerce are
so key, so vital. The more trade is en-
couraged among countries—particu-
larly Vietnam and China—clearly, the
more help we provide those countries
in the form of government and judicial
systems and enforcement systems that
can be relied upon with predictability
worldwide, not only for America but
for other countries.

That is really the objective. There
are certainly problems with Vietnam
and with China. But we should deal
with those issues on the levels in which
they occur, whether it is China with
human rights or nuclear proliferation
or missile technology transfer or Tai-
wan or the accidental bombing of the
Chinese Embassy in Belgrade. We
should deal with those issues one at a
time; that is, not deny minimal trade
relationships with a country just be-
cause we have other considerations and
other problems.

The Senator from New Hampshire
says he does not have the time to
present his case. The Senator from New
Hampshire has lots of time to present
his evidence in many different ways be-
fore the Senate. If he has a strong case,
a compelling case, that would encour-
age the Senate to take another posi-
tion, I encourage the Senator to give
it. There is morning business. There
are lots of opportunities for the Sen-
ator to provide the information he says
he has.

I am not really sure he has much
more than he already provided. I note
that other Senators, on both sides of
the aisle, Senators who have served in
Vietnam—including Senator MCCAIN
from Arizona and Senator KERRY from
Massachusetts—as the Senate has

heard, very strongly oppose this dis-
charge motion. They believe that non-
trade issues are more likely to be dealt
with successfully along the path that
has been taken already in the past.

Countries have interests. Vietnam
has an interest in world affairs; China
does; the United States does. We have
to deal with this in a solid way. The
phrase that is often used is ‘‘engage-
ment.’’ I think engagement makes
sense, but more importantly it should
be ‘‘engagement without illusions’’;
that is, we talk with countries, we ne-
gotiate with countries, we have to keep
communicating with countries and
looking for ways to find solutions. En-
gaging without illusions—without illu-
sions that everything in that country
is going along perfectly well. We have
to be very realistic about things.

It is also important to remember at
this time in the history of the world
that with the United States so big and
so powerful, it is beginning to cause
some resentment worldwide. That is a
new challenge facing America, how to
deal with it, how to deal with that
angst, how to deal with that concern
that maybe we are too big, we are too
inclusive, the English language per-
vades too much, the Internet uses the
English language; American culture,
McDonald’s, and movies are too perva-
sive in countries; American military
might is just too overwhelming, even
by European standards; the concern
that we might, since we did not lose a
single life in Kosovo and won, that
militarily we might deal with other
areas in the same way.

There are lots of different concerns
people have now, watching what Amer-
ica has done in the last several years.
So we have to be careful. We have to be
prudent. To deny something that is
normal and expected, that is, a normal
trade relation with China, would be un-
settling and would cause many more
problems than it is going to solve.

I fully understand the points of the
Senator from New Hampshire, but
often there are different ways to skin a
cat. The cat we are trying to skin is
the effective way, not the ineffective
way. It is my judgment that the effec-
tive way is to continue the dialogue,
continue the engagement, and continue
the engagement without illusions but
continue it nevertheless. I respectfully
urge my colleagues to vote against the
motion to discharge the petition.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. It is
my understanding I have 11⁄2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I say to my colleague from
Montana, I know he understands, but
he doesn’t understand enough to let me
have the opportunity to debate it.
Under the rule of Jackson-Vanik, I
have the right to have the 20 hours
equally divided on the Senate floor.

That is the time to do it so that it is
not misdirected in morning business
somewhere.

In response to Senator MCCAIN, yes,
there are six out of seven Vietnam vet-
erans in the Senate who support not
debating this, who say the Jackson-
Vanik waiver should be granted, but
there are 3 million or so in the Amer-
ican Legion, at least represented by a
letter from the American Legion, who
think otherwise. I am not sure what
the point is on that one.

We have to feel very confident the
waiver has reduced bribery and corrup-
tion. Here is the law. It says to assure
continued dedication to fundamental
human rights, if these things happen,
you should not grant the waiver. No. 1,
does Vietnam deny its citizens the
right to emigrate? Yes. I can prove it,
but nobody wants to hear it. No. 2, does
it impose more than a nominal tax on
emigration and the other visas? Yes,
and I have a stack of names of people,
Vietnamese nationals, who have said
yes.

The bottom line is, if the Senate
won’t give me the chance to debate it,
then as far as I am concerned my col-
leagues do not want to hear the facts.
I can’t give them, as I said before, in 30
minutes.

I urge support of my resolution so
that we have the opportunity to debate
this on the Senate floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

All time has expired.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business for not to exceed 40 minutes,
to be equally divided between the ma-
jority leader and the Senator from
Louisiana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

(The remarks of Senator BAUCUS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1395
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the majority leader.
f

THE CONSERVATION AND
REINVESTMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted to engage in a colloquy now
that will involve a number of other
Senators but particularly Senator
LANDRIEU of Louisiana. I hesitate to
even begin until she is present on the
floor, but I presume she will be here
momentarily.

In her absence, I will praise her for
her work on this particular legislation,
S. 25, the Conservation and Reinvest-
ment Act of 1999. Her persistence, her
willingness to work with all parties in-
volved—I don’t mean political parties;
I mean those who are interested in this
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